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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 09/30/2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. The specification does not adequately describe how the parent portal is elected 
based on the number of inactive ports (ports available to connect). The specification discloses 
the bridge portal is elected a parent based on the total number of virtual ports, which includes 
active and inactive ports, implemented by a bridge [0072-0075 of the Pg Pub for the instant 
application] . 

4. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
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the invention. It is not clear what the relationship (function) is between a parent bridge portal 
being elected and the number of inactive ports. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

7. Claims 1-3, 6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ichikawa et al. ("Frame Transfer Protocol with Shortcut between Wireless Bridges"), hereinafter 
referred to as Ichikawa, in view of Hart ("Extending the IEEE 802.1 MAC Bridge Standard to 
Remote Bridges") and Mahajan et al. (US Pat 6,628,624), hereinafter referred to as Mahajan. 

8. For claims 1 and 9, Ichikawa teaches a wireless bridging network that makes use of 
Transparent Bridging Protocol (TBP) in a wireless network [page 1705, Section I and page 
1706, figure 2] . TBP makes use of Spanning Tree Protocol (STP) to establish a network tree 
[page 1705, Section II, 2 nd paragraph]. Ichikawa's wireless bridges have an interface 
connected to a wired network (first interface) as well as an interface (second interface) connected 
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a wireless network [page 1706 figure 2]. Each node in Ichikawa's invention maintains its own 
filtering database Ichikawa suggests the use of a microprocessor means [figure 2] . 

9. Ichikawa does not disclose a root (parent) election procedure that is based on the number 
of ports of a bridge. Hart discloses a root (parent) selection technique where the bridge which 
has the most ports is elected root [page 13, 1st paragraph, left column]. Figure 3 of Hart 
shows the spanning tree that is formed after the root (parent) bridge is elected [page 13] . It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use 
Hart's root election procedure in Ichikawa's invention to not force a customer to have to assign a 
priority value [page 13, 1st paragraph, left column]. 

10. The combination of Ichikawa and Hart disclose a root election process that is based upon 
a number of bridge ports. The combination of Ichikawa and Hart does not disclose the types of 
ports are considered as part of the spanning tree. Mahajan discloses it is well-known in the art 
that administratively disabled ports are excluded from the spanning tree [col. 2 lines 38-40]. 
Since active and inactive ports are not administratively disabled, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to take into consideration the 
number of active and inactive ports in Ichikawa's invention because the Spanning Tree Protocol 
(STP) considers all enabled ports as part of the spanning tree. 

1 1 . For claim 2, in Ichikawa's invention the number of physical and virutal ports is limited to 
the number of ports needed to interconnect LANs via wireless mesh [figure 2] . The respective 
number of ports are configurable according to the number of LANs needed to interconnect and 
the number of wireless interfaces that make-up the mesh. For example, it is well-known in the 
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art that a wireless bridge can have more than one physical port so that more than one LAN can 
use the same wireless bridge. 

12. For claim 3, Ichikawa does not disclose an elected portal being root on a local bus. Hart 
discloses a root that is the only portal on a bus [page 13, figure 3] . It would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use Hart's topology in 
Ichikawa's invention to increase the Quality of Service (QoS) provided by remote bridges [page 
10, Introduction]. 

13. For claim 6, Ichikawa does not disclose an invalid topology. Mahajan discloses STP is 
used to eliminate loops (invalid topology) in a network by placing ports in a blocking state [col. 
2 lines 13-40] . It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to reject new portals to prevent an invalid topology in Ichikawa's invention to 
prevent loops from being formed in the network. 

14. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ichikawa in view 
of Hart and Mahajan, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of IEEE Standard 802. lw. 

15. For claim 4, which depends from claim 1, the combination of Ichikawa, Hart and 
Mahajan do not teach a new root (parent) bridge is elected when a new bridge portal is 
ATTACHED to the spanning tree network. The IEEE Standard 802. lw teaches a new bridge to 
a spanning tree can result in the changing of port roles in all or part of a network [page 35, final 
paragraph] . It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to elect a new root (parent) bridge in Meier's invention since the new bridge may have 
better connectivity (i.e. access to more bandwidth) than the previous root bridge. 



Application/Control Number: 10/527,574 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2419 

16. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ichikawa in view 
of Hart, Mahajan and IEEE Standard 802. lw as applied to claim 4 above, and further in view of 
Moriya (US Pg Pub 2002/0027887). 

For claim 5, which depends from claim 4, the combination of Ichikawa, Hart, Mahajan and 
IEEE Standard 802. lw disclose the election of a root (parent) portal. The combination of Hart, 
Mahajan, Suzuki and IEEE Standard 802. lw does not teach verifying a free virtual port. Moriya 
teaches a health check function that checks to see if other nodes are connected to an unused port 
[0077] . It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention verify an open port in Meier's invention to make sure the bridge has enough resources 
to handle the new portal. 

17. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ichikawa in view 
of Hart and Mahajan, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Meier (WO 95/12942). 

18. The combination of Ichikawa, Hart and Mahajan does not disclose storing the source of 
an alert. Meier teaches if a parent cannot contact a child node, the parent node marks a table 
entry for the child node as UNATTACHED, adds an alert for the child to node to an alert list 
(failure cause of a portal to a parent portal) and sends an alert request to the root [page 45, 2nd 
paragraph] . It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to store the source of an alert in a node in Suzuki's invention to provide information 
that can be examined to find the cause of a network failure. 

19. Claims 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ichikawa in 
view of Hart and Mahajan, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Brown et al. (US 
Pat 5,606,664), hereinafter referred to as Brown. 
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20. For claim 8, the combination of Ichikawa, Hart and Mahajan disclose the election of a 
parent based on the number of ports. Brown teaches a root bridge that is elected as root 
according to the number of down port links [col. 19 lines 41-45] . Given that ports on a node can 
only be in a finitie number of states [Ichikawa, page 1706 figure 3], it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the number of ports to 
determine a root in Ichikawa's invention since the root with the largest number of ports would 
create the most compact spanning tree. 

Response to Arguments 

2 1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEFFREY M. RUTKOWSKI whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1215. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:30-5:00 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hassan Kizou can be reached on (571) 272-3088. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Jeffrey M Rutkowski 
Patent Examiner 
10/21/2008 



/Hassan Kizou/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



